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Playing Politics with the Environment 
by 
Editor's Note: This speech was 
given to the Iowa State University 
.corronunity on December 5, 1992 
in the . Sun Room of Memorial 
Union. I would like to thank 
Lorraine personally for allowing 
the FORES1ER to publish it 
Before I begin, I'd like to say 
to you that speaking in my home 
state always makes me a 
bit apprehensive. I have 
made many speeches in 
my career. There have 
been speeches forthe Park 
Service, for different 
groups, public and private, 
and as you imagine, even 
speeches preparatory to 
and introducing Presi-
dents. But when I return 
home, I feel like I'm once 
more a young girl from 
Iowa who left the State, 
made good in an environ-
mental profession, never 
forgetting the humble and 
grassroots origin from 
which I came. Perhaps 
that had more than a little 
to do with my selection of 
the environment as my 
desired choice of profes-
sion. 
When Chris Ball con-
tacted me to come and 
speak to your group, it 
was after I had been featured on 
NBC Dateline and CNN wherein 
my story really became public. I 
have been gratified with the hun-
dreds of calls and letters I have 
received from throughout the 
country expressing support and 
encouragement that somebody 
finally stood up and articulated 
from an inside perspective what 
has been happening to our envi-
ronment and the public lands 
Lorraine Mintzmyer 
during the past twelve years. My 
lawyer from New York City says 
they have never in the history of 
his law firm had any client who 
prompted such an overwhelming 
number of phone calls express-
ing support and asking what they 
could do to advance my cause. 
He said it was not unusual to 
receive 80 to 100 calls per day 
after my appearance on national 
1V. And the same thing oc-
curred, evidently, after I testified 
before the Subcommittee on Civil 
Service in September 1991. 
On the chance that you are 
not all completely aware of the 
circumstances. I will briefly here 
run through a chronology of the 
events which led to my eventual 
resignation from public service 
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in the agency that I have loved 
and served for some 33 years. 
I beganmyemploymentwith 
the National Park Service as a 
secretary. I progressed through 
the ranks, serving in many loca-
tions and many positions. I, as 
you heard in the introduction, 
am the only person in the history 
of the National Park Service to 
have served as Regional 
Director of three different 
Regions-the Southwest, 
Rocky Mountain, and Mid-
Atlantic Regions. 
In October 1985, the 
House Subcommittee on 
Public Lands and National 
Parks and Recreation held 
a joint subcommittee hear-
ing on the Greater 
Yellowstone Area (GYA). 
Because of these oversight 
hearings, the Greater 
Yellowstone Coordinating 
Committee, or GYCC, a 
joint effort of the Park Ser-
vice and the Forest Ser-
vice, published the 240 
page UAggregation of Na-
tional Park and Forest Ser-
vice Management Plans." 
The purpose of this 1987 
report was to illustrate the 
relationship and goals of 
the GYA forests and parks 
and to provide an overview 
of their management. To meet 
the congressional expectation of 
prospective review and analysis, 
an interagency document was 
anticipated-one which would de-
scribe the future condition of the 
GYA through coordinated man-
agementgoalsandhowtheycould 
be achieved. 
It is critical to note that this 
was not simply to be a regional 
plan or decision document-it 
was to be a study of the condi-
tions of the areas involved, a 
recognition of goals, and a for-
malization of coordinated, guid-
ing principles. This document 
was to be a model for interagency 
cooperation in this area and a 
model for other areas, well into 
the next century. 
In my capacity as Regional 
Director of the National Park 
Service for the Rocky Mountain 
Region, I was assigned to act as 
the co-chair of the GYCC along 
with my counterpart in the Forest 
Service. This report was to 
become known as the "Vision" 
document. To study the scientific 
and management issues, to plan, 
and to write this document, a 
joint project office for the GYCC 
was opened in Billings, Montana. 
I designated Sandra Key to 
undertake many of the tasks. 
She worked in this office along 
with her Forest Service counter-
part, as team leaders. A number 
of professional and scientific 
studies and analyses were 
prepared or collected for this 
purpose. 
On August 14, 1991, the 
draft of the Vision Document was 
released for full public review. 
The draft was entitled "Vision for 
the Future: A Framework for the 
Coordination in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area." The study 
was approximately sixty pages in 
length. Rumor had it that shortly 
thereafter Scott Sewell, Assistant 
Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks, received a note from 
Sinunu on the cover of the draft 
document. Supposedly an aide 
to Sewell saw the document, al-
though it very conveniently dis-
appeared and was not contained 
in the documents subpoenaed 
by the Civil Service Subcommit-
tee. It was also interesting that 
this occurred shortly after the 
PresidentwentfishingwithSena-
tor Alan Simpson in Wyoming. 
During that time commod-
ity groups insisted on individual 
sessions with the Forest Service 
regarding the document. They 
were the Multiple Use Coalitions, 
Wool Growers, et al. Environ-
mentalgroups like the Sierra Club 
were excluded. 
Assistant Secretary Moseley 
was briefed by Chief Robertson of 
the Forest Service and NPS (Na-
tional Park Service) and Depart-
ment of the 1nterior officials as 
well. There were no major con-
cerns raised except the costs of 
printing. 
The Agencies were asked 
particularly by the environmen-
tal community to extend public 
comment and hold meetings 
throughout the country on the 
document because of its possible 
effect on the GYA and other seg-
ments of the country were it to be 
used as the model. The NPS and 
the Forest Service agreed to ex-
tend the public comment period 
until January 31, 1991. They 
were also entertaining the re-
quest to hold public meetings in 
other than the local area which 
would have been consistent with 
the approach that was proposed 
in the Federal Register notice 
outlining the public input pro-
cess for the document. 
It was evident where the 
Montana delegation's sympathies 
laid, whenameetingoftheGYCC 
was called to essentially conduct 
in-house business. The com-
modity groups wished to come 
and were refused because it was 
just a business meeting and our 
feeling that if they were allowed 
to come; other factions would 
also have to be invited. Repre-
sentative Marlenee and Senator 
Bums offices called and threat-
ened to shut down the meeting if 
the commodity groups were not 
added to the agenda. 
On October 3, 1990, the 
Wyoming delegation requested a 
meeting with the Department of 
Agriculture/Forest Service and 
Interior /NPS people regarding the 
Vision Document. That meeting 
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did take place on October 4 in 
SenatorSimpson'soffice. Present 
were the other GYCC Co-chair, 
Gary Cargill, Associate Chief 
George Leonard, USDAAssistant 
Secretary James Mosely, USDI 
Principle Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
Scott Sewell, NPS Associate Di-
rector for Operations Jack 
Morehead, the members of the 
Wyoming congressional delega-
tion, representatives ofWyoming 
commodity interests and T. S. 
Ari, Director of the Bureau of 
Mines. What was interesting is 
who was not invited-no envi-
ronmental interests and me! And 
the primary topic of the meeting 
was the Vision Document. 
On October 5, while in Wash-
ington, D.C. to brief the national 
environmental community on the 
Vision Document, I was asked to 
come to Scott Sewell's office. IfI 
might digress here for just a 
moment. I mentioned to you be-
fore that I was originally a secre-
tary. One of my jobs then was 
taking notes and dictation. I 
developed the habit of recording 
the key points_ of conversations 
and other information in a series 
of green notebooks. These books 
have been the source of some 
humor and emulation among my 
co-workers. However, through 
the years, they have provided a 
continuous, simultaneous record 
of many of my important busi-
ness transactions. You will find 
as you get into the workaday 
world, that you cannot retain all 
the data and happenings in your 
memory and that what you con-
sider unimportant today, may be 
very important in the future. 1 
urge you to adopt such mecha-
nisms as you enter the workforce. 
To return to the meeting of 
October 5, 1990, I sat across 
from Mr. Sewell with my note-
book and some other papers in 
my lap. He began a lecture on the 
fact that significant political con-
tacts and pressure had been 
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made to the White House and the 
Secretary regarding the Vision 
document by political delega-
tions. He then stated the Mr. 
Sinunu had personally commu-
nicated with him about this issue 
and told him that from a "politi-
cal perspective" the existing draft 
of the Vision Document was a 
"disaster" and must be re-written. 
He continued in this vein for a 
period of time. Mr. Sewell made 
it clear that he "had been del-
egated by the Department" to 
retain the appearance that the 
document was the product of 
professional and scientific efforts 
bytheagenciesinvolved, but that 
the realitywould be that the docu-
ment would be reversed based on 
strictly political concerns-some 
of which he shared with me at the 
time. He also made it clear that 
he was upset with me personally 
because of the.draft, and that he 
had, therefore. taken over con-
trol of the writing and content of 
that document. He was emphatic 
as to this point-stating that I 
should proceed, but that it was 
he who would ultimately control 
and supervise its content. 
Suddenly, apparently real-
izing that I was taking notes. he 
severely reprimanded me about 
the notes. and demanded that I 
stop. He stated that he "did not 
appreciate me taking notes or 
keeping any record of our discus-
sions." At the time, I felt that this 
was an odd statement as I might 
not have a clear record of his 
instructions. but I did not take 
further notes. 
He went on to emphasize 
that the Vision Document would 
be re-written to meet these politi-
cal requirements under his con-
trol-stating again that he was 
"designated to represent Interior," 
and that the contents and the 
document generally would be di-
rected. reviewed. and given the 
final "OK" by him. He also, in the 
process, vetoed national public 
meetings. 
As I was concerned about 
the apparent political manipula-
tion of the document. the essen-
tial misrepresentation of stating 
to Congress and the public that it 
was a Park Service and Forest 
Service document derived from 
professional and scientific evalu-
ations. and the abrogation of 
those professional and scientific 
bases on the document, I spoke 
with the Director of the Park Ser-
vice about it. I specifically stated 
that I was surprised by Mr. 
Sewell's statements-and his 
assertion that the White House 
was so concerned and involved 
because of political pressure from 
members responding to commod-
ity interests-at a time when the 
Gulf War had reached a high 
level of tension. 
During the period February 
14-22, 1991, after Mr. Sewell's 
statements to me. I had the occa-
sion to brief people on the Hill 
prior to appropriation and legis-
lative hearings. This was a stan-
dard practice. A copy of my 
schedule, names and times was 
furnished to the Washington Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs. 
Immediately after these brief-
ings, something quite unusual 
occurred. I was informed that an 
undisclosed Member of Congress 
had told Secretary Lujan that I 
was "lobbying." In a baffling turn 
of events, I was mysteriously fac-
ing a demand for a letter of repri-
mand and discipline at the 
insistence of Mr. Sewell. The 
message to me was clear. 
I felt threatened by the alle-
gation, and particularly for the 
call for a letter of reprimand. On 
March21, 1991. theissueofMr. 
Sewell's demand that I be repri-
manded was raised in a meeting 
with the Director and members 
of his staff. I noted that this was 
a groundless attack. Though I 
sent a memo to the Director on 
this charge, I have never received 
any word or response. To this 
day, this matter has never been 
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formally explained tome, nor has 
the role of officials involved with 
the Vision Document. 
I an convinced that had I not 
flatly rejected this issue, and had 
I not been lucky enough to Clear 
my efforts with both the Wash-
ington Office and the Director, 
this could have seived as a basis 
for explaining a subsequent di-
rected reassignment. Just 
enough manufactured leverage 
existed to stop me from resisting. 
As it was, the pressure of that 
incident hanging over my head 
affected my testimony before the 
appropriation hearings in March. 
It was obvious that the strategy 
was to intimidate me enough with 
the proposed letter of reprimand 
that I would keep my head down 
and not raise problems with what 
the Administration officials 
wanted to do with the environ-
ment in my sector of the country. 
I have witnessed subsequently 
the same strategy with other top 
managers in the NPS and other 
public land management agen-
cies who dare to even raise the 
specter of disagreement even in-
house. with the political solu-
tion. 
Meanwhile, back on the "lo-
cal" public meetings on the Vi-
sion Document, at the meeting in 
Cody, comments were balanced 
pro and con the document: 
Riverton and Cheyenne com-
ments weighted in support of the 
document as written: at Jack-
son, viewpoints balanced. Then 
People for the West. heavily 
funded by private corporations 
involved in commodity develop-
ment of the lands surrounding 
Yellowstone, got into the act and 
stacked the meeting in Billings 
so that the audience and speak-
erswere heavilyweighted against 
the document and the process. 
In Ennis, MT, comments were 
very critical and led by public 
comments by Congressman 
Marlenee: in Idaho Falls, bal-
anced comment. The eighth pub.-
lie meetingin Bozeman, MT, how-
ever, was an absolute circus--
the most contentious, very 
polarized, anti-document meet-
ing. It is interesting that Con-
gressman Marlenee obtained 
buses and bussed to the meeting 
those in opposition. In fact, one 
of his staffers directed traffic as-
sisting the opponents at every 
instance. The Bozeman meeting, 
from then on, come to typify the 
public's perception of the docu-
ment even though sixof themeet-
ings were either positive or 
balanced toward the document. 
What is even more 
interesting, the 
majority of those 
opponents testi-
fied from what 
they were told the 
document said-
they had never 
read it! 
The document today bears 
little resemblance to the original. 
As you can see, it is materially 
shortened-I 0 pages and lots of 
pictures. It is sitting on shelves 
and in basements. Others left 
unscathed by the occurrences 
don't even want to talk about it. 
It's interesting that the two people 
who were ostracized as a result of 
the document are both NPS'ers 
and both women! The other-
Sandra Key-had no assistance 
in locating a position for herself 
once the process was consum-
mated. She left the NPS and is 
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ment who were adamant that I 
should be ostracized by accept-
ing the reassignment. It was 
soon evident in Philadelphia that 
they had not abandoned their 
vendetta to the point that my 
being there was affecting not only 
the Region, but its people. Re-
signedly, I finally had to accept 
the inevitable and in April, I re-
tired. 
Since that retirement, I have 
spoken out through various me-
diums about how the environ-
mentin the GYAis betng sacrificed 
for political expediency. In a 





dedicated to the 
preseivation of the 
Yellowstone eco-
system), I drew for 
them a picture-
characterizing the 
parks as like a hole 
in a doughnut. 
They are a rela-
tively small area in 
the middle of a rich, 
inviting ring of 
public lands which 




riod was over, 
meetings were 
held in Washing-




the direction and 




est Service. I was 
A panoramic view of one part of the Greater Yellowstone Area. 
This tiny cen-
ter of a park is 
surroundedbyrela-
essentially helpless to have any 
effect on the document because I 
was outvoted by the Forest Ser-
vice in every instance. Knowing 
of Sewell's feelings about the 
document, I also knew that were 
I to raise the issue I would be 
vetoed by my own Departmental 
officials. I was very effectively 
neutralized at this point. 
Even the title of the docu-
mentwasrevised because, "Presi-
dent Bush is sensitive to the word 
Vision' because he has been criti-
cized for not having anyvision for 
the country!" 
now the Forest Supervisor of the 
Sequoia National Forest. And 
doing a great job, I might add. 
I received notice that I could 
either accept a reassignment to 
Philadelphia or resign. After try-
ing to propose all different kinds 
of solutions so that I could re-
main in Denver because of per-
sonal reasons. I reluctantly 
accepted the reassignment to 
Philadelphia. It is obvious to me 
now that the reassignment was a 
thinly veiled attempt to get me to 
retire and be quiet. But I sur-
prised the forces in the Depart-
9 
tively massive ar-
eas of mostly public land upon 
which a relatively few individuals 
and special interests make 
money. I am not certain most 
people can visualize how much 
land and how much money. The 
park in the middle is surrounded 
by this great doughnut of per-
haps five or six times the acreage 
of the park itself, in some cases 
more. Now divide that outer ring 
into many smaller segments and 
label each one with a different 
special interest. In Yellowstone, 
the labels would read "mining", 
"energy and geothermal'', "tim-
1993 Ames Forester 
ber", and Ngraziilg." In other 
parks, it might be a different set 
of special interests. 
Around almost every large 
park, there is something-some 
economic benefit that is derived 
by this small class of beneficia-
ries. Now, multiply this great 
worth for each park times the 
number of parks which have this 
typeofspecialinterestvalue. You 
may not be aware that just one 
gold mine right outside 
Yellowstone's boundaries, unless 
such action is taken to prevent it, 
could pollute streams flowing into 
Yellowstone. It will produce gold 
which has a value of more that a 
billion dollars. What is even 
more interesting is that the cor-
poration building it is Canadian. 
My question is why we, through 
political inteivention, are pre-
vented from exercising extreme 
environmental. controls on such 
ventures. Why should we pollute 
and sacrifice our resources and 
environment to enrich a non-
U .S. corporation? 
You have visualized my 
doughnut, I hope. Since you are 
all so well read and current in 
environmental issues, you might 
think, NSo what. We've heard 
this before." What you haven't 
heard is someone like me, who 
has had access to all the num-
bers and a witness to the politics 
involved in environmental deci-
sions, say Nthere is simply too 
much taking!" The takers have 
obtained help to take just a little 
more than the system can ab-
sorb. The parks and your public 
lands are being choked to death 
by the actions of these special 
interests and their political pa-
trons-special interests whose 
yearly Ntake" finance yet another 
take of your legacy and that of 
your children and grandchildren! 
Those special interest users 
of the boundary lands, our lands, 
approach utilization in a single-
minded fashion-without know-
ing of inquiring ~nto the 
cumulative effect of their ac-
tions in concert with the acts of 
others who are doing the same. 
This is critical. These are 
not, for the most part, bad 
people-they are not at all the 
ecologicalrobberbaronsofagen-
eration or two past. We are not 
talking about something as 
simple as people who create mas-
sive, illegal toxic waste dumps. 
Most think of themselves as be-
ing good-and generally believe 
that their acts, while not meeting 
the levels some Ntree-hugger" 
might desire, will not really do 
any Npermanent" harm. To view 
them as uncaring, plunderers is 
not accurate, and interferes with 
a true understanding of the enor-
mity of the problem. The prob-
lem is that they think of 
themselves as being good, but 
just out after Ntheir share." But, 
despite their good or indifferent 
intentions, they are dead wrong; 
they may not do great wrongs-
but they are part of a hidden 
system of many small wrongs 
which add up. 
Theyarewrongbecausethey 
cannot see the cumulative effect 
of 30 or 40 or 50 other inhabit-
ants of that doughnut saying and 
doing the exact same things. Let 
me say that again-they cannot 
see the cumulative effects, be-
cause not only do they lack any 
accurate way of assessing many 
of the things they themselves do 
but, more importantly, they do 
not really comprehend, and cer-
tainly cannot assess, the simul-
taneous effects of their acts and 
30 to 50 others who are also 
Nfudging" the system just out of 
their sight. 
You see, each user of that 
doughnut seeks just one little 
favor from a congressman every 
few years, wants the Department 
of the Interior to loosen up one 
little law, or writes to the Presi-
dent and asks him to kill just one 
little document. In the end, they 
are slowly destroying our parks-
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are put into a position of the 
Secret Seivice def ending the 
President. While a group of fi-
nancially overmatched defend-
ers has to cover every base, these 
special interests need only a little, 
in unknown or unexpected places 
each time. Nothing can stop an 
unnoticed meeting with a con-
gressman-and if an assistant 
secretary should happen to drop 
in, how would the def ender even 
know it was happening? 
Recall that when the S&L 
house of cards fell in, two things 
were revealed. First, we sud-
denly saw that almost everyone 
was getting awaywith these small 
favors or with slightly avoiding 
the laws-everyone was surprised 
at the magnitude of the abuse 
because they thought they were 
the only ones Ngetting away" with 
these little schemes. The various 
federal agencies involved were 
not coordinated, were not able to 
see the whole board at one time, 
not only didn't try to stop the 
problem, but the most important 
point of all was that they didn't 
really see it coming. Those agen-
cies were subject to extreme pres-
sure when split away from one 
another. 
Second, a terrible tidal wave 
of potential destruction had been 
building all the time. No one saw 
the wave because the regulators 
had been neutralized and those 
making the money were simply 
too focused on their own little 
Ndeal" to notice that the fabric of 
the system was being eroded by 
the number of Nsmall deals." 
Can you relate to this anal-
ogy-S&L as similar to what has 
been happening in the environ-
mental community? Lest you 
think that this has only been 
happening in National Parks, let 
me tell you that when documen-
tation of the Vision Document 
process in Washington was sub-
poenaed, up popped a memoran-
dum which said, wwe will follow 
the same process on the Vision, 
as we did on the redefinition of 
wetlands." Also, you see a simi-
lar pattern played out in a No-
vember 22 article on how U.S. 
Mine Inspectors were charging 
political interference by their own 
Agency Director. To quote them 
N ... the agency head that over-
sees the $20 billion coal industry 
has repeatedly interceded on be-
half of coal companies to thwart 
enforcement of the law regulat-
ing strip mining ... had ordered 
them to end investigations of vio-
lations, reduce fines, eliminate 
penalties, divert prosecutions and 
prevent inspections." Further, 
"'The inspectors as well as several 
ranking officials in the Office of 
Surfacing Mining said Intertor 
Secretary Manuel Lujan knew of 
Mr. Synder's actions and, by not 
interf ertng, in effect, sanctioned 
them." Mr. Synderwasapolitical 
appointee. He takes his orders 
from the Secretary and the White 
House. So where do you think 
his marching orders came from. 
I'm here to tell you, they don't 
just think up such things; they 
are carrying out the policies of 
the Administration. And, you 
probably wonder why the mid-
level government officials such 
as myself do not set the record 
straight. If that person refuses to 
do so, suddenly that congress-
man is calling and inquiring into 
decertification of the SES em-
ployee, an IG investigation sud-
denly comes into existence or 
increases in intensity, or the em-
ployee is suddenly transferred 
somewhere else under odd cir-
cumstances. Don't tell the truth 
about the Exxon Valdez because 
there is a lot of pressure. Don't go 
against a political appointee, or 
you end up ex1led to a tiny facility 
outside D.C. and so on. 
As was the case with the 
S&L scandal, one often hears 
about Ntechnical violations of the 
rules" -this translates into NI'm 
helping someone by breaking the 
rules, but it's OK because it isn't 
anything big enough to really 
matter." Or, one sees a Council 
on Competitiveness through re-
vision or lack of implementation 
of regulations undermine the laws 
that have been passed by your 
Congress through the hearing 
process. What we see is govern-
ment and policy by fiat of the 
Administration and unless, and 
until someone who know this is 
going on stands up and de-
nounces it, publicly, it continues 
on and on. 
Now you probably say 
"Where are the professionals who 
have the guts and ethics to stand 
up to this kind of pressure when 
they know it's wrong? Do you 
know that when a reporter from 
the Washington Post interviewed 
Park Rangers about what needs 
to be done for Parks, they were 
afraid to have their quotations 
attributed because of Nwhat hap-
pened to Lorraine Mintzmyer." 
These are young people who have 
mouths to feed, mortgages to pay. 
If they speak out, they rtsk loss of 
their job. 
The truth is that I am like the 
bank regulators I discussed. I 
have been in the trenches and 
have seen all sides of this argu-
ment for a long time. Everyone 
has always seen political tam-
pertng and special interest inter-
ference with stewardship 
agencies. But factors are now 
presentwhich, liketheS&Lscan-
dal, are building up unseen 
costs-debts beyond calculation 
of the officials and special inter-
ests which mere money will not 
be able to pay. 
At this point you might say 
-"politicians have always helped 
special interest groups to pres-
sure the Park Service, the Forest 
Service, BLM etal. 
So what?" The 'so what' is that 
there has been a fundamental 
change in the structure and effi-
cacy of those agencies. Since 
time in_lmemortal, special inter-
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ests have paid, politicians have 
exerted pressure, other politicians 
screamed about it, and steward-
ship agencies have fought a tac-
tical battle to protect as much as 
possible. 
But as I've said, problems 
have developed that are taking 
awaythe agencies' ability to check 
such activity-have almost de-
stroyed their capability to func-
tion. 
( 1) The politicians, congress-
men and executive have 
durtng the past 12 years so 
taken over the upper parts 
of the agencies that there is 
little professional direction 
any longer, and those that 
are there are not really tech-
nically aware of the opera-
tional issues. 
(2) There is no longer any abil-
ity on the part of the agency 
to protect its lower level 
people. They can be tar-
geted and neutralized with-
out any real resistance. 
Requestsfor such favors to 
the President, to senators, to 
representatives, and to political 
appointees are made. It's done 
on the phone, in closed, prtvate 
meetings, and over lunch. It has 
been like a gold rush to accom-
modate and assist one's friends. 
Short term interests have 
gotten out of hand because the 
power has been concentrated in 
the hands of the politicians rather 
that through enlightened and 
democratically conceived consen-
sus on what should be done with 
our public lands. Governments 
and big business are, strictly 
speaking, not the moral agents to 
protect the environment and our 
interests. The environment is a 
public good and as so should be 
regulated and preseived by that 
public. 
To quote Holmes Rolson III 
in his book NEnvironmental Eth-
1993 Ames Forester 
ics, Duties to and Values in the 
Natural World": 
MDecisions ought to be demo-
cratic, since they are politi-
cal and about public lands. 
But pitfalls in the democratic 
process are many. Those 
with political clout and savvy. 
· those with concentrated 
high-order interests-a lot 
to gain or lose-outshout or 
outmanipulate the disorga-
nized majoritY whose inter-
ests are diffuse and low level. 
Organized small groups typi-
cally outact large latent 
groups; legislators react to 
pressure groups and defend 
their own interests. Agen-
cies grow bureaucratic and 
sluggish; citizen preferences 
are difficult to register and 
aggregate; voters never have 
the options they prefer pre-
sented at the ballot box, and 
so on." 
To quote him further: 
M. . . on the commons the 
nearest that policy can come 
to nonpreferential treatment 
is by nonconsumptive use. 
Everyone can use the com-
mons, but no one is allowed 
to use it up; and the more 
Muse up" actMty is involved, 
the lower should be the pri-
ority." 
There are some who would 
saythatthisisa Mlock-uppolicy." 
The nation is already 98 percent 
developed. So I say~at'swrong 
with very carefully. and on a cu-
mulative basis, assessing what 
the effect of decisions will be on 
that small remaining 2%?" The 
public is the loser if this is not 
pursued. And if those commod-
ity interests destroy unrecover-
able resources or what is our 
public lands, we are subsidizing 
them for private gain and, most 
times these days, to satisfy other 
~· 
countries. I believe we should go 
slowly when such decisions are 
made. Why should we sacrifice 
our legacy and that of our chil-
dren and grandchildren for a 
small number of corporations 
who have overpaid CEO's and 
diminish our resources, those 
little that we have stockpiled. for 
othercountries? These resources 
are truly not even ours to do with 
as we wish-we are stealing from 
generations yet to come. We are 
seemingly hell-bent on outdoing 
the Europeans who took many 
centuries to exhaust their natu-
ral resources. Our country is a 
little over ioo years old and we 
are moving rapidly to elimination 
of species that could be the DNA's 
of tomorrow. 
We will not be able to reverse 
this trend unless and until we 
assert ourselves with the Admin-
istration in power and the Con-
gress itself. We should decide 
what our ideology is going to be 
and push them to carry out our 
will. Those who would say we 
should meet with the commodity 
interests and be willing to com-
promise and have a meeting of 
the minds have lost sight of the 
fact that we have already com-
promised on 98% of the land. We 
should, in my opinion, be un-
compromising and have to be 
convinced beyond a shadow of a 
doubt about the last 2% over 
which we can exert some control. 
I am not coming to you with 
adoomsdaymessage, however. I 
believe you and the public have 
spoken with the recent election. I 
am comforted that this Adminis-
tration is going to be more recep-
tive to concern for the 
environment and our public 
lands. It is not too late for you to 
have an impact upon that Ad-
ministration and its policies. You 
might ask what I would recom-
mend. My thoughts are a mix-
ture pertaining to the Park System 
and the environment in general. 
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(1) Creation of an independent 
National Park System. Leg-
islation is now pending 
before the Congress to ef-
fect this. 
(2) Accumulation of hard data 
analyses of the value, use 
and amount spent on pro-
tection of all public lands. 
This includes a per park/ 
forest analysis, as well as a 
cumulative analysis na-
tionwide. 
(3) Development and compu-
tation of models designed 
to measure the build-up of 
the potential for ecosys-
tem disaster. cost to pre-
serve, including length of 
time until functional death 
of the major parks. and the 
amount special interests 
are receiving in return for 
this injury. 
(4) Lobbying for an adminis-
trative Msunshine act" 
which would forbid ex parte 
negotiations of influence 
peddling by politicians on 
stewardship issues-for-
bidding private meetings 
with special interests that 
citizens would not know 
about. (Not unlike the 
Kastemyer bill, which 
should be studied carefully 
by anyone interested in this 
issue.) 
Thank you. 
